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E X P L A N A T I O N O F S I G N I F I C A N T D I F F E R E N C E

I. INTRODUCTION

Sit e Name and Location:
Bailey Waste Disposal S u p e r f u n d SiteOrange County, Texas

Lead and Suppor t Agencies:
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) - Lead AgencyTexas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) - S u p p o r t Agency

Statu t e that required Explanation of S i g n i f i c a n t Dif f e r enc e (ESD):
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabi l i ty Act (CERCLA),Section 117(c) and Nat i ona l Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP),Section 300.435(c)(2)(i).

Purpose of ESD
The purpose of an ESD is to describe changes in the remedial action due tounforeseen conditions encountered at the site during implementation of the Record ofDecision (ROD). Unfore seen conditions at the Bailey Waste Disposal site require theEPA to m o d i f y the remedial action described in the J u n e 28, 1988 ROD for one areaof the site, Pit B. The ROD provides that waste materials in the site's Waste Channelwill be stabilized in place, f o l l o w e d by capping of the stabilized area. Pit B, which isconsidered part of the Waste Channel, needs to be handled d i f f e r e n t l y from theremainder of the site due to the nature of the waste located in this area. The purposeof this ESD is to inform the publ i c that the Pit B waste and underlying a f f e c t e d soilswill be taken o f f s i t e for disposal in a Class 1 industrial waste landfill. Circumstancesthat gave rise to the need for this ESD include:

• the oppor tun i ty to expedi t e the Pit B waste remedy component by taking thiswaste o f f s i t e f o r d i s p o s a l ;
• anticipated d i f f i c u l t i e s in s u c c e s s f u l ly s tabi l iz ing the Pit B waste due to the oily,tarry, and organic nature of the waste; and



• removing the Pit B waste from the site will remove a potential source for af u tur e release of contaminants from Pit B to the surrounding surface waters (PitB may have been the source of the waste which migrated into the North Marshand which has recently been remediated (ESD North Marsh, February 1996)).

Administrative Record:
T h i s ESD will become part of the Administrative Record of the Bailey WasteDisposal S u p e r f u n d site. The administrative record is available to the publ i c for reviewduring regular business hours at the f o l l o w i n g locations:

U.S. Environmental Nederland Public LibraryProtection Agency, Region 6 1903 Atlanta12th F l o o r Library Neder land, Texas 776271445 Ross Avenue (409)722-1255Dallas, Texas 75202-2733(244)665=6427t-er (214)665-6424

I I . S U M M A R Y O F S I T E H I S T O R Y , C O N T A M I N A T I O N PROBLEMS, A N DS E L E C T E D REMEDY i
The Bailey Waste Disposal S u p e r f u n d site is an inactive waste disposal sitelocated approx imate ly three miles southwest of Bridge City in Orange County, Texas.The site was part of a tidal marsh near the confluence of the Neches River andSabine Lake. Two ponds, A and B, were constructed on the property as part of theBailey Rsh Camp in the early 1950s by dredging the marsh and p i l i n g the sedimentsto form levees which surround the ponds (see Figure 1). The f i s h camp was activeuntil September 1961 when it was destroyed by Hurricane Carla which introducedsaline waters into the ponds, k i l l i n g the freshwater f i sh . The site, including the tworectangular ponds, occupies approx imat e ly 280 acres.
Indus t r ia l waste (e.g., s l udge from local petrochemical industries) was disposedof within the levees along the north and east margins of Pond A during the 1950s and1960s (see Figure 2). T h i s waste contains a wide variety of volatile organiccompounds, aromatic hydrocarbons (i.e., ethylbenzene, styrene, benzene), and heavymetals (i.e., lead, arsenic, chromium, zinc). The site was also used to dispose ofresidential trash. The Bailey Waste Disposal site was closed in 1971.
The site was proposed for the National Priorities List (NPL) of FederalS u p e r f u n d sites in 1984. The site was placed on the NPL in 1986. A remedialinvestigation was comple ted for the site in October 1987 and a f e a s i b i l i t y study wascompleted in April 1988. The Record of Decision was signed on J u n e 28, 1988.
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Remedy Set Forth in the Record of Decision
The overall site remedy, as or iginal ly described in the ROD, addressed theenvironmental threat at the site by consolidating, s tabil izing and capping all site wasteto prevent human contact and f u t u r e migration. The spe c i f i c ROD remedy componentpertaining to the Pit B waste called for stabilization of the Waste Channel (whichincludes Pit B) using the technique developed during the remedial design f o l l o w e d bycapping.

I I I . D E S C R I P T I O N O F T H E S I G N I F I C A N T D I F F E R E N C E S A N D T H E B A S I S F O RT H O S E D I F F E R E N C E S

Scope
The original remedy, as discussed previously, called for consol idat ing,s tab i l iz ing and capping of all the site waste to prevent human contact and fu tur emigration. T h i s ESD only addresses the Pit B waste which constitutes less than threepercent (4,000 cubic yards) of the estimated total site waste volume (156,000 cubicyards). The remedy in this ESD also differs from the original remedy in that it doesnot s p e c i f i c a l l y call for s tabi l izat ion of the waste. However, prior to excavating the PitB waste, some waste condi t ioning (i.e., addition and in place mixing of lime-kiln dus t)wil l take place to improve the waste material handl ing properties and to deactivate anyreactive su l f id e s . In addi t ion, Pit B waste will be s o l i d i f i e d , if required, prior toplacement in the landfill to f a c i l i t a t e handl ing [Technical Memorandum Pit B Pre-Design Study, GeoSyntec Consul tant s , April 1996].
The most s igni f i cant d i f f e r e n c e between the two remedies is that the remedy inthis ESD will result in the Pit B waste being taken off site for disposal in a Class 1industrial waste landfill. Based on experience with the N o r t h Marsh remediation (NorthMarsh waste exhibited s imi lar characteristics to the Pit B waste), the o f f s i t e disposalopt ion has the strong l ike l ihood of success, and the low potential for implementat ionproblems associated with unforeseen conditions.

Performance
Signi f i can t per formance d i f f e r e n c e s of the two remedies fall into three criteria -short term e f f e c t ivene s s , long term e f f e c t ivene s s , and technical implementabi l i ty.Regarding short term e f f e c t iv ene s s , the remedy in this ESD can be completed withinthe next few months by the contractor who recently completed the N o r t h Marsh wasteremediation work (the contractor and equipment are s t i l l onsite). Ini t ia t i on of the Pit Bremoval work would result in reducing the mobi l i ty of the constituents in the Pit B



waste by removing Pit B waste f rom the site and placing the waste in a Class 1industrial waste landfill. As stated previously, it is possible that Pit B may have beenthe source of the waste located in the N o r t h Marsh which has recently beenremediated. In addition, the original site remedy is currently being reevaluated due towaste stabilization problems encountered at the site [Technical MemorandumSuppl ementa l North Marsh Area Site Investigation and Evaluation of Original Remedy,GeoSyntec Consultants, October 1995]. There fore , it is uncertain at this time as towhen or if Pit B would be addressed under the original remedy.
The long term e f f e c t i v ene s s of the original remedy, if it can be su c c e s s fu l lyimplemented, would e f f e c t i v e l y reduce contaminant mobility. However, if stabilizationis not succe s s fu l , addit ional containment measures (i.e., sheet p i l i n g , slurry walls, etc.)may be necessary to prevent f u t u r e migration of waste from Pit B to areas alreadyremediated (i.e., N o r t h Marsh Area). The long term e f f e c t ivene s s of the Pit B o f f s i t eoption is considered good. The mobility of the Pit B waste would be s igni f i cant lyreduced if the waste were excavated-and placed in an Class I industrial waste landfill.Waste would be s o l i d i f i e d , if required, prior to placement in the landfill to f a c i l i t a t ehandling. S o l i d i f i c a t i o n would f u r t h e r reduce the mobil i ty of Pit B contaminants.
Regarding technical imprac t i cab i l i ty d i f f e r enc e s , while the original remedy couldp o t e n t i a l l y be implemented in Pit B, in-situ stabilization would be difficult due to theoily, tarry, and organic nature of the waste. Even at areas which are less difficult toremediate, there have been s igni f i can t problems and uncertainties regardingstabilization which have led to the current reevaluation of the selected remedy. Thed i f f i c u l t i e s of impl ement ing the remedy in this ESD are more easily addressed throughadequate engineering controls, as evidenced by the success of the waste removalactivities performed in the North Marsh Area [Technical Memorandum Pit B Pre-Design Study, GeoSyntec Con su l tan t s , April 1996]. The d i f f i c u l t i e s v.hich must beaddressed during the i m p l e m e n t a t i o n of the remedy will include: d i f f i c u l t i e s inexcavating and load ing waste into trucks due to the composition and consistency ofthe waste; d i f f i c u l t i e s with c o n t r o l l i n g seepage into excavations; the potential necessityof waste conditioning to deactivate reactive s u l f i d e s that exists in the waste above thethreshold limit of 500 m g / k g and to improve material handling characteristics; and thepo s s i b i l i ty that air emissions during excavation, if not adequately managed, could posea risk to workers at the site.

Costs
Based on an evaluation of the performance of the original remedy to date andan evaluation of typical costs to construct a cap, the cost for the original remedy forPit B is estimated at $660,000. If s tabilization is not success ful, additionalcontainment measures (i.e., sheet p i l i n g , slurry walls, etc.) may be necessary toprevent fu tur e migration of waste f r o m Pit B. There are significant uncertainties in the



cost estimate for implement ing the original remedy at Pit B, as well as additional costswhich are not included in the estimate for long-term maintenance.
Cost for the ESD remedy include: (i) waste conditioning; (ii) removal anddisposal of the waste from Pit B; (iii) b a c k f i l l i n g with clean fill; and (iv) construction of al ightwe ight cap. The construction costs of p er f orming this remedy are estimated$1,037,900. T h i s estimate is based on the costs of p er f orming the remediation of theN o r t h Marsh Area (i.e., excavation and disposal costs), and the f o l l o w i n g assumptions:
• 4,000 cubic yards of Pit B material (in-place volume);
• waste condit ioning (in place) will be required;
• the waste may be disposed at a Class I industrial waste landfill (non-hazardous);
• pre-disposal s o l i d i f i c a t i o n of the excavated waste wil l occur at thedisposal f a c i l i t y ; and
• the area wil l be back f i l l ed with clean fill f o l l o w i n g waste removal.

The f o l l o w i n g considerations are also relevant for implementat ion of this ESD remedy:
• the Pit B waste wil l be removed from the site, therefore there are nolong-term maintenance requirements and costs for Pit B;
• there is a po s s i b i l i ty of p a r t i a l l y b a c k f i l l i n g Pit B in an effort to restorewetland potent ial and to reduce material costs;
• an estimated costs savings of $100,000 - $150,000 can be realized by (i)not having to remobilize a contractor on the site for this remediation, and(ii) reducing the total duration of the pro j e c t;
• there are fewer uncertainties in implementat ion, as demonstrated by thesuccessful removal and o f f s i t e di sposal of similar materials f rom theN o r t h Marsh.

(See Tabl e 1 for summary of comparison of Original Remedy versus O f f s i t e Disposal)
All current app l i cab l e f ederal and state regulations will be met for the transportof the Pit B waste to the receiving Class 1 industrial waste landfill. In accordance withEPA's O f f s i t e Policy (40 C.F.R. Section 300.440), and s p e c i f i c a l l y with regards to thereceiving landfill (Browning Ferri s I n d u s t r i e s Anahuac Landfill), the TNRCC in anOctober 27, 1995, Current Assessment of Compliance Summary stated:



T A B L E 1 S I G N I F I C A N T D I F F E R E N C E S - P I T B W A S T E
O R I G I N A L REMEDY O F F S I T E D I S P O S A L

Description:0 Stabi l ize waste in place and cap. Description:0 O f f s i t e disposal of Pit B waste ina Class 1 industrial waste landfill.
Signi f i can t Dif f erence s:
Scope:0 Addressed entire site waste(156,000 cubic yards).0 Waste to be stabilized.

Scope: Addresses Pit B waste (4,000cubic yards).Waste conditioned (add l ime) andpossibly s o l i d i f i e d at landfill.
Performance:0 Uncertain implementat ionschedule. Short term potent ial ofPit B waste to recontaminateNorth Marsh area.0 Due to nature of waste,stabilization will at best be difficult.

Performance:0 Can be completed within next fewmonths. M o b i l i t y of wastereduced by placement in landfill.° Waste will need to be conditionedto remove reactive s u l f i d e s priorto disposal.
Estimated costs = $660,000. Estimated costs = $1,037,900*

Other Considerations:Pit B waste would remain onsiteand would require long-termmaintenance.If Pit B stabil ization is notsucces s ful , additional containmentmeasures (i.e., sheet p i l e , slurrywall s) may be necessary toprevent fu ture migration of wastefrom Pit B

Other Considerations:No long-term Pit B maintenancerequirements and costs.Estimated cost savings of$100,000 - $150,000 by nothaving to remobilize contractorand by reducing project schedule.

Based on the f o l l o w i n g assumptions:• 4,000 cubic yards of material;• waste condit ioning (in p lace) will be required;• the waste may be disposed at BFI's Class I industrial waste landfill (non-hazardous) located in Anahuac, Texas;• pre-disposal s o l i d i f i c a t i o n of the excavated waste will occur at the disposalf a c i l i t y ; and• the Pit B area wil l be b a c k f i l l e d with clean fill f o l l o w i n g waste removal.• note if capp ing of the area is not required, this cost becomes $912,600.
8



• in general, the f a c i l i t y appears to be operating within the l imitations set in itspermit;
• Compliance Evaluation Inspe c t i on s performed in the last f iv e years at thesubject f a c i l i t y noted no al l eged violations;
• there have not been any s p i l l s reported at the subject f a c i l i t y in the last f iveyears;
• no enforcement action is pending; and
• no prior enforcement action has occurred in the last f ive years for this fa c i l i ty .

If the Browning Ferris Indus t r i e s Anahuac landfill is unable to receive the waste,the alternative landfill will be required to be in compliance with the EPA O f f s i t e Policy(40 C.F.R. Section 300.440).
The EPA has determined that the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act(RCRA) land disposal restrictions (LDRs) are appl i cable for the o f f s i t e disposal of thePit B waste. According to the Amended Phase III Rule (Apr. 8, 1996), once a reactives u l f i d e waste has been deactivated in accordance with treatment standards in 40C.F.R. Section 268.40, it is not necessaiy to treat the waste for any underlyinghazardous constituents. The table in 40 C.F.R. Section 268.40 l i s t s the treatmentstandard for Waste Code D003 "Reactive S u l f i d e s Subcategory based on261.23(a)(5)" as "DEACT" (i.e., deactivation). The results of analyses of Pit B wasteindicate the presence of reactive s u l f i d e s at levels that exceed 500 m g / k g (i.e., thecurrent EPA interim guidance level for total releasable su l f i d e s) . T h i s level is currentlyused by landfill f a c i l i t i e s , in c lud ing the BFI Anahuac f a c i l i t y , as the waste acceptancecriterion for reactive s u l f i d e s . In an e f f o r t to address the reactive s u l f i d e issue, arecent f i e l d demonstration was conducted and found that by adding 5 - 7.5 percentlime-kiln dust, the concentration of reactive s u l f i d e was consistently reduced to less500 mg/kg.

I V . SUPPORT A G E N C Y C O M M E N T S
The Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) was provideda d r a f t copy of this ESD for review and comment. All of the TNRCC's comments havebeen incorporated into this document.



V . P U B L I C P A R T I C I P A T I O N A C T I V I T I E S
This ESO will become part of the Administrative Record for the Bailey WasteDisposal S u p e r f u n d site, will be made available to the public, but will not be distributedfor public comment. For additional information regarding this ESD, please contact theEPA Project Manager for the Bailey Waste Disposal S u p e r f u n d site:

Chris VillarrealU.S. Environmental Protection Agency1445 Ross, Avenue (6SF-AT)Dallas, Texas 75202-2733(214) 665-6758

V I . S T A T U T O R Y D E T E R M I N A T I O N S
After consideration of the new information developed during the remedial actionand the resulting changes from the selected remedy described in the ROD, the EPAbelieves that the remedy remains protective of human health and the environment.The revised remedy utilizes permanent solutions to the maximum extent practicablefor this site and is cost-effective. It complies with the NCP and other federal and staterequirements that are app l i cab l e or relevant and appropriate to this remedial action.

MAY 0 1 1996
Date
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